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Negotiations as a cooperative process naturally also contain competition, particularly 
towards negotiating partners who induce envy. Three components of envy i.e. (i) pain due 
to inferiority which either manifests in (ii) benign envy to improve the envier performance, 
or (iii) malicious envy that contains hostility and intention to hurt the envied, may motivate 
deceptive negotiation strategies. Regardless of the role of envy, individual differences in 
trait self-control and trait mindfulness may also predict deception. In this cloud-based 
online experiment, participants (N = 804 students) completed self-reported measures of trait 
self-control and mindfulness, read an envy scenario on their academics failure compared to 
the envied classmate, then randomly received the envy conditions (benign vs. malicious), 
filled in measure of state envy, read the negotiation scenario, and filled in measure of 
deception. We found that (i) at correlational level, deception was positively associated with 
all envy components but negatively associated with both individual differences, (ii) at 
prediction level, malicious and pain of envy predicted more deception, (iii) after taking into 
account the envy role, only trait self-control predicted lower level of deception. These 
findings may help improve ethical practices in negotiation context. 
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Negosiasi sebagai suatu proses kooperatif secara alamiah juga mengandung unsur kompetitif, 
terutama terhadap partner negosiasi yang membangkitkan perasaan iri dan dengki (envy). Tiga 
komponen envy yang mencakup (i) rasa sakit (pain of envy) akibat inferioritas, (ii) benign envy 
untuk meningkatkan performa diri, serta (iii) malicious envy yang mengandung permusuhan 
dan intensi menyakiti target envy dapat memicu strategi negosiasi yang bersifat memperdayai 
(deception). Terlepas dari peran envy, perbedaan individual berupa pengendalian diri (trait 
self-control) dan “sadar penuh-hadir utuh” (trait mindfulness) juga dapat memprediksi deception. 
Dalam eksperimen online berbasis cloud ini, partisipan (N = 804 mahasiswa) mengisi kuesioner 
trait self-control dan trait mindfulness, membaca skenario envy mengenai kegagalan akademiknya 
dibandingkan target envy, menerima perlakuan envy (benign vs. malicious) secara acak, mengisi 
skala state envy, membaca skenario negosiasi, lalu mengisi skala deception dalam negosiasi. 
Peneliti menemukan bahwa (i) pada level korelasional, deception berkorelasi positif dengan 
ketiga komponen envy namun berkorelasi negatif dengan kedua trait, (ii) pada level prediksi, 
malicious dan pain of envy memprediksi deception yang lebih tinggi, (iii) setelah mem-
perhitungkan peran envy, hanya trait self-control yang memprediksi deception yang lebih 
rendah. Temuan ini diharapkan dapat mengawal etika dalam praktik negosiasi. 
 
Kata kunci: envy, deception, negosiasi, trait self-control, trait mindfulness 
 
 
Human being is deeply bonded to their social circle. 
Interaction with others is imminent for us as an ultra-
social being. Social dynamics are becoming increa-
singly complex, however, because of their nonlinear 
and exponential nature. To anticipate the emergence 
of future risks and to ensure that the system keeps 
on functioning over time, social construction is then 
formed. The dominant social hierarchy is even under-
stood by 6-12 months aged babies (Pun, Birch, & 
Baron, 2013). It constitutes the ethical principles of 
empathy, sympathy, and interdependence that are 
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implemented based on the common agreement. The 
main foundation of social architecture is, therefore, 
an agreement. 
The long journey of evolution leaves a survival 
design to ensure that as a species, we remain sustain-
able and exempted from extinction. Limited resources 
and tight competition require appropriate awareness 
of threats. The Machiavellian intelligence ("social 
brain") hypothesis identifies social competition as the 
most important factor in evolution, because it allows 
humans to develop their cognitive capacity with a va-
riety of strategies, along with the ability to learn and 
use these strategies (Flinn, Geary, & Ward, 2005). 
Mathematically, this hypothesis is predicted to bring 
forth an increase in human cognitive capacity in for 
the next 10 to 20 thousand generations (Gavrilets & 
Vose, 2006). 
Mutual efforts to achieve agreement and social 
competition both play a role in the negotiation pro-
cess. Lax and Sebenius (1986) define negotiation as 
a process that has potentially opportunistic inter-
action between two or more parties, accompanied by 
actual conflict, to find a condition that is better than 
if without negotiation. In the context of negotiations, 
individuals conduct social comparisons to obtain 
information about the relative position of the nego-
tiating partners (see Festinger, 1954). This is the 
forerunner to the emergence of competitive bias in 
negotiations (Tsay & Bazerman, 2009). 
To resolve uncertainty due to competitive bias, 
negotiators may choose deceptive strategies by mani-
pulating logical and inferential processes of nego-
tiating partners that lead to the wrong conclusion 
(Lewicki & Robinson, 1998). These strategies range 
from traditional competitive bargaining, weakening 
the position of negotiating partners through its pro-
fessional network (attacking opponent's network), 
giving false promises, giving false information about 
negotiator positions (misrepresentation), to collecting 
information about partners through inappropriate in-
formation gathering (Robinson, Lewicki, & Donohue, 
2000). In negotiation context, deception strengthens 
the potential for opportunistic interactions because 
the information presented is asymmetric (Gaspar & 
Schweitzer, 2013), but at the same time is consider-
ed a form of unethical practices (Tsay & Bazerman, 
2009). 
Deception, along with manipulation, alliances, and 
exploitation of other people's skills are strategies 
included in Machiavellian intelligence (Flinn et al., 
2005). Nevertheless, brain architecture does not allow 
pure separation between rationality and emotion-affect 
(feeling). Neocortical regions that process informa-
tion rationally are developed after the development 
of subcortical regions such as the amygdala, hippo-
campus, and periaqueductal gray which process emo-
tions-affect (Panksepp & Biven, 2012). Because emo-
tion-affect is fundamental in our mental and beha-
vioral processes, the decision to commit deception 
is also not entirely rational. Emotion Deception Model 
(EDM) from Gaspar and Scheitzer (2013) concept-
ualizes emotions as antecedents as well as conse-
quences of deception. In this model, the negotiator's 
feelings when deciding to carry out deception (current 
emotion) and the negotiator's predictions about the 
emotional consequences of deception (anticipated 
emotion) are equally crucial. 
Upward social comparison with better negotia-
ting partners often triggers an emotional prototype of 
envy (Methasani, Gaspar, & Barry, 2017; Smith, 2000). 
Envy is categorized as a self-conscious emotion, and 
is not solely driven by the survival function towards 
real threats (Sander, 2013). Lange, Weidman, and 
Crucius (2018) in their contemporary theory of Pain-
driven Dual Envy (PaDE) formulates envy as a painful 
emotion triggered by lack of quality, achievement, or 
ownership of individuals who feel envy (envier). Envy 
is comprised of three components, namely (i) pain 
of envy due to inferiority to the target of envy (the 
envied), which either triggers (ii) benign envy as a 
desire to improve the envier performance or (iii) 
malicious envy which contains hostility and intention 
to hurt the envied. The difference between benign 
and malicious envy lies in the extent to which the 
envied’s status is evaluated as deserved as well as 
the envier personal control to reach this status (Van 
de Ven, 2016; Van de Ven, Zeelenberg, & Pieters, 
2012). Malicious envy is often considered as a repre-
sentation of the dark side of envy that is socially 
unacceptable, while benign is constructive (Cohen-
Charash & Larson, 2017). In Moran and Schewitzer 
study (2008), participants reported malicious envy 
as justification for committing deception to the envied 
partner. In the current study, we focus on the differ-
ential roles of other components in the PaDE theory 
(i.e., pain of envy and benign envy), together with mali-
cious envy in predicting deception during negotiation. 
The next focus of this study is on the contribution 
of individual differences in self-control and mind-
fulness to predict deception, after taking into account 
the role of envy in the negotiation process. Human 
efforts to achieve goals (goal-oriented functions; Ryan 
& Deci, 2000) require the ability to control their own 
mental processes and behavior in accordance with 
 DECEPTION OF NEGOTIATION 205 
 
established standards, termed trait self-control (Inzlicht 
& Legault, 2014; Tangney, Baumeister, & Boone, 
2004). Individuals high in self-control are disci-
plined, reliable, and hardworking (De Ridder, Lensvelt-
Mulders, Finkenauer, Stok, & Baumeister, 2012; 
Moffitt et al., 2011). Self-control is understood as 
an emotional process because its activation requires 
the existence of negative affect (Carver & Scheier, 
1982; Inzlicht, Bartholow, & Hirsh, 2015), including 
envy towards others who are considered better. Trait 
self-control should predict less deception, because 
self-controlled individuals should behave according 
to the normative standards of negotiation regardless 
of the envy they feel. 
Moreover, awareness to monitor emotional experience 
is a key factor in ethical decision making (Baumeister 
& Alghamdi, 2015; Ruedy & Schweitzer, 2010). Mind-
fulness—understood also as "fully-present fully intact" 
(Silarus, 2015) as trait refers to the natural tendency of 
paying attention to and being fully aware of everyday 
life experience (Brown & Ryan, 2003). Unlike trait 
self-control that focuses on emotional aspects or spe-
cific tasks, trait mindfulnesss are characterized by the 
integration of the entire emotional experience as a 
whole (person-oriented functions; Koole, 2009). 
Individuals high in trait mindfulness realize the 
difference between what they need in line with their 
values, with what is merely a momentary desire. As 
a consequence, they are able to break away from cog-
nitive, affective, and habitual behavior, and cons-
ciously choose to conduct activities that are managed 
autonomously (Brown, Ryan, & Creswell, 2007). 
Trait mindfulness moderates the negative effects of 
social comparison on evaluating creative performance 
(Langer, Pirson, & Delizonna, 2010). Mindfulness 
has a negative association with harm to the self and 
to others (Yusainy & Lawrence, 2014), and positive 
associations with ethical decision making (Ruedy & 
Schweitzer, 2010; see also Guillén & Fontrodona, 
2018). Similar to trait self-control, trait mindfulness 
should predict lower level of deception that could 
endanger the envier’s integrity. Accordingly, we 
predicted that in the context of negotiations: 
 
Hypothesis 1: Deception would be positively 
associated with envy (i.e., benign envy, malicious 
envy, and pain of envy) and negatively associated 
with individual differences (i.e., trait self-control 
and trait mindfulness). 
 
Hypothesis 2: Deception would be predicted by 
benign, malicious, and pain of envy. 
Hypothesis 3: Deception would be predicted by 
trait self-control and trait mindfulness scores 
after accounting for the role of envy. 
 
 
Method 
 
Participants and Procedures 
 
The experimental protocol was approved by local 
ethics committee. The link of the study was advertised 
in leaflets on campus of 15 large universities in Java 
and on the social networking site of the authors. Links 
for online experiments were opened for 14 days. Of 
the total 1,033 undergraduates who agreed to parti-
cipate, 76 subjects did not fill out any items and 153 
did not continue to the last survey, resulting in 804 
final participants (77.83%). The final participants 
consisted of 230 males (28.61%) and 574 females 
(71.39%), with a mean age of 20.70 years old (SD = 
1.32, age range 17-30 years). Most participants 
(92.79%) had a Grade Point Average above 3.01. 
Participants were assigned with a random order 
generator to each of the two between-subject groups 
(benign vs. malicious envy). All procedures were pre-
sented through cloud-based online experiment. After 
reading information about the study and expressing 
willingness to participate, participants were asked to 
fill in demographic information about their gender, 
age, university origin, semester being taken in lectures, 
and cumulative achievement index, followed by mea-
sures of trait self-control (Brief Self-Control Scale; 
(SCS;): Tangney et al., 2004) and trait mindfulness 
(Mindfulness Attention Awareness Scale; (MAAS;): 
Brown & Ryan, 2003). Participants then read the envy 
scenario regarding failure in important academic 
subjects to get a better midterm score compared to 
their classmate (upward social comparison) with equi-
valent characteristics. Half of the participants randomly 
received benign envy (a combination of high deser-
vingness and high personal control) condition while 
half of the others received malicious envy (a combi-
nation of low deservingness and low personal control) 
condition. All participants then filled out measure of 
state envy (Pain-driven Dual Envy (PaDE) scale; 
Lange, Weidman et al., 2018). Next, they were asked 
to read the negotiation scenario with their envied 
classmate. Soon after, they were asked to fill out 
Self-reported Inappropriate Negotiation Strategies 
Scale (SINS; Moran & Schweitzer, 2008). In the 
closing part of the experiment, participants were 
asked to fill in ‘security details’ (e.g., the first letter 
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of the city of birth) to minimize the possibility of 
participating more than once and optional email 
address for prize draw. Debrief was carried out along 
with the announcement of the five prize draw winner. 
 
Instruments 
 
Envy scenario.    Envy scenario was constructed 
by considering envy (benign vs. malicious) conditions 
as a combination of manipulation of deservingness 
and personal control elements (Lange, Weidman et 
al., 2018) in an academic context. Participants were 
asked to imagine the situation when they had just 
taken the midterm examination in a compulsory sub-
ject with a large number of credits. Their classmate 
(Z) who have similarities with participants in aspects 
of skill, GPA, gender, track record of academic and 
non-academic activities, and ambition turned out to 
have higher grade. Participants in benign envy condi-
tion were informed that based on the performance 
so far, Z deserved to get a higher grade (high deserv-
ingness), but participants still had one month to 
work out a higher final grade than Z (high personal 
control). Conversely, participants in malicious envy 
condition were informed that Z did not deserve higher 
grades (low deservingness), and participants only have 
one week to pursue a higher final grade (low per-
sonal control). 
Negotiation scenario.    In the negotiation sce-
nario, participants were asked to imagine that the lec-
turer of the course (in the previous envy scenario) 
had given the task for students to pair up and work-
ing on the final project design. The participants were 
paired with classmate Z who had better grades than 
participants. Each person must negotiate their ideas 
to be chosen for the final project design. If the parti-
cipants succeed in influencing Z to use their idea for 
the final project, then they can get a higher final grade 
than Z. A similar scenario has been used in previous 
research by Moran and Schweitzer (2008) for the 
context of envy and deception at work. 
State envy scale.    The scale of Pain-driven Dual 
Envy (PaDE) is the operationalization of Lange, 
Weidman et al. (2018) on benign and malicious envy 
components and pain of envy felt by someone when 
facing a situation that arouses envy. Participants 
filled out 11 statement in a range of seven points (1 
= very inappropriate and 7 = very appropriate) to 
measure components of benign envy (four items, 
example: "I felt deep longing for the grade that Z 
got."), malicious envy (four items, example: "I 
complained to someone else about Z."), and pain of 
envy (three items, example: "I feel inadequate."). 
Internal consistency of the PaDe scale is α = .65 -
 .86 for benign envy, α = .83 - .86 for malicious 
envy, and α = .71 - .83 for pain (Lange, Weidman et 
al., 2018). In this study, the PaDE scale was used to 
check the state envy manipulation immediately after 
the participant reads the envy scenario. 
Deception in negotiation scale.    Self-reported 
Inappropriate Negotiation Strategies Scale (SINS) 
was originally constructed by Robinson et al. (2000) 
as a model for measuring strategies that are unethical 
in the context of negotiations. Moran and Schweitzer 
(2008) then adapted the SINS scale into unidimen-
sional measure of deception in negotiations, with α 
value of .83. There adaptation includes aspects of 
traditional competitive bargaining (three items, exam-
ple: "Make an opening demand that is far greater 
than what you really hope to settle for."), false pro-
mises (three items, example: "Promise that good things 
will happen to Z if he gives you what you want, even 
if you know that you cannot (or will not) deliver 
these things when his cooperation is obtained."), and 
misrepresentation (two items, example:" Intentionally 
misrepresent information to Z in order to strengthen 
your negotiation arguments or positions."), but ex-
cludes two other factors from Robinson et al. original 
work (i.e., attacking opponent's network and inappro-
priate information gathering) since no professional 
networks of negotiating partners were employed. 
Participants were asked to report possible strategies 
that they will use in negotiation situations on a 7-
point scale (1 = very unlikely and 7 = very likely). 
The higher the SINS score, the higher the deception 
displayed by participants in the negotiation. In the 
current study, Moran and Schweitzer‘s adaptation 
of the SINS scale was given immediately after the 
negotiation scenario. 
Trait self-control scale.    The Brief version of 
the Self-Control Scale (Brief SCS; Tangney et al., 
2004) covers mind control, emotional control, impulse 
control, performance regulation, and changing habits. 
Participants responded to 13 statements reflected daily 
habits (for example, ‘‘I am able to work effectively 
toward long-term goals”) on a 5-point Likert scale 
(1 = not at all and 5 = very). The higher the SCS Brief 
score, the higher the trait of self-control reported by 
participants. Compared to another self-control ques-
tionnaire, SCS shows a stable relationship with va-
rious behaviors that require self-control (De Ridder 
et al., 2012). Brief SCS reliability score for under-
graduate samples in Indonesia was α = .75 (Yusainy, 
2017). 
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Trait mindfulness scale.    Mindfulness Attention 
Awareness Scale (MAAS; Brown & Ryan, 2003) 
consists of 15 items of statements to measure the ab-
sence of a single factor of attention to and awareness 
of various conditions in everyday life. Participants 
were asked to give an assessment of their experience 
on a 6-point Likert scale (1 = almost always and 6 = 
almost never, example, "I find myself preoccupied 
with the future or the past”. The higher the total score 
MAAS, the higher the trait mindfulness reported by 
participants. The previous study of the Indonesian 
language MAAS scale had a reliability value of α 
= .81 (Yusainy, Ilhamuddin et al., 2018). 
 
Plan of Analyses 
 
(1) Zero-order correlation analyses were applied 
to test hypotheses regarding the relationship between 
envy, individual differences, and deception in negotia-
tions (Hypothesis 1). In line with Pain-driven Dual 
Envy theory (PaDE;: Lange, Weidman et al., 2018), 
envy components include benign envy, malicious 
envy, and pain of envy. The individual differences 
focus on trait self-control and trait mindfulness. 
(2) Multivariate analysis of variance (MANOVA) 
analysis was applied as manipulation check, to test 
whether the score of the ‘benign’ participant in benign 
envy condition was higher than the score of the 
‘benign’ participant in a malicious envy condition; 
and vice versa. Independent sample t-test analysis 
was applied to test the discrepancy between partici-
pants' pain of envy scores in benign vs. malicious 
envy conditions. 
(3) The envy and individual differences roles were 
tested with hierarchical regression analyses to deter-
mine whether deception in negotiations could be 
predicted by benign, malicious, and pain of envy 
(STEP 1; Hypothesis 2) and by trait self-control and 
trait mindfulness scores after calculating envy compo-
nents (STEP 2; Hypothesis 3). 
 
 
Results 
 
Relationships Between Envy, Individual 
Differences and Deception in Negotiations 
 
The data in Table 1 shows that all self-reported 
scales had fairly good reliability (α Cronbach > .73). 
In general, the relationships between envy, individual 
differences and deception in negotiation (Hypothesis 
1) were in the predicted direction. The three envy 
components were associated with higher level of 
deception, while trait self-control and trait mindful-
ness were associated with lower level of deception. 
In addition, the higher the envy components score, 
particularly malicious and pain of envy, the lower 
the tendency of self-control and mindfulness. 
Compared to female participants, male participants 
reported lower levels in trait self-control (Mmale = 
2.91, SD = .52 vs. Mfemale = 3.04, SD = .49, p = .001) 
and benign envy (Mmale = 4.69, SD = 1.2 vs. Mfemale = 
5.05, SD = 1.13, p < .001), but higher in deception 
(Mmale = 3.06, SD = 1.15 vs. Mfemale = 2.88, SD = 1.13, 
p = .04). Therefore, the role of envy and individual 
differences on deception in negotiation was analyzed 
in general and then tested for consistency based on 
participants’ gender. 
 
Manipulation Check for Envy Conditions 
 
Higher score of benign envy (PaDe-B) was report-
ed by participants who received treatment in the 
form of benign condition compared to malicious con-
 
Table 1  
Psychometrics Property and Intercorrelation Between Envy, Individual Differences, and Deception in Nego-
tiations (N = 804) 
Scale PaDe-B PaDe-M PaDe-P Brief SCS MAAS SINS 
PaDe-B 1      
PaDe-M .20
**
 1     
PaDe-P .21
**
 .56
**
 1    
Brief SCS .09
*
 -.27
**
 -.30
**
 1   
MAAS -.02 -.25
**
 -.32
**
 .49
**
 1  
SINS .16
**
 .46
**
 .35
**
 -.21
*
 -.17
**
 1 
Mean 4.95 2.56 2.47 3.00 3.82 2.93 
SD 1.16 1.28 1.41 .51 .65 1.14 
 Cronbach .73 .83 .83 .80 .82 .88 
Note.    PaDe-B = State benign envy in Pain-driven Dual Envy (PaDe) scale; PaDe-M = State malicious envy; PaDe-P = State pain of envy; Brief SCS 
= Trait self-control in Brief Self-Control Scale; MAAS = Trait mindfulness in Mindfulness Attention Awareness Scale; SINS = Deception based on 
Self-reported Inappropriate Negotiation Strategies (SINS). *p < .05; **p < .01. 
 
 
208 YUSAINY, HIKMIAH, SOFHIEANTY, AND IBRAHIM 
 
dition, and conversely higher malicious envy (PaDe-
M) was reported by participants who received mali-
cious condition compared to benign condition (see 
Table 2), with multivariate effect F(2,803) = 21.10, 
p < .001. As predicted, there were no significant 
differences in the level of pain of envy (PaDe-P) 
between benign vs. malicious envy conditions (p 
= .27, ns.). Thus in line with prediction, treatment in 
the form of upward social comparison successfully 
evoked different types of envy according to the level 
of treatment received by participants, and partici-
pants in both conditions reported equivalent pain 
degrees. 
 
The Role of Envy and Individual Differences 
on Deception in Negotiation 
 
The roles of envy and individual differences were 
tested with hierarchical regression analyses to deter-
mine whether deception in negotiation was predicted 
by the scores of benign, malicious, and pain of envy 
(STEP 1; Hypothesis 2) and by the scores of trait 
self-control and trait mindfulness after taking into 
account the three components of envy (STEP 2; 
Hypothesis 3). The analyses were carried out for all 
participants and then separately for male and female 
participants to control the potential role of partici-
pants' gender on deception. 
The results for all participants (Analysis 1 in Table 
3) showed that higher deception was predicted by 
components of malicious and pain of envy, but not 
by benign envy. From the individual differences as-
pect, only trait self-control predicted less deception, 
while the contribution of trait mindfulness was insig-
nificant. 
 The consistency of the finding patterns was ob-
tained when the analysis was repeated specifically for 
female participants (Table 3 Analysis 3), because 
deception in females was predicted by malicious 
and high pain of envy and by low trait self-control. 
For male participants (Table 3 Analysis 2), decep-
tion was predicted only by the presence of malicious 
envy component. Notably, the role of trait mindful-
ness was marginally significant (p = .056) to predict 
Table 2  
Descriptive Statistics and Univariate ANOVA for Manipulation Check of the Treatment Conditions n Benign 
Envy = 426 vs. n Malicious Envy = 378) on Envy Components 
Scale Mean benign (SD) Mean malicious (SD) Univariate effect 
PaDe-B 5.10 (1.16) 4.77 (1.14) F(1,. 804) = 16.24
***
 
PaDe-M 2.39 (1.22) 2.76 (1.32) F(1,. 804) = 16.65
***
 
PaDe-P 2.52 (1.46) 2.42 (1.34) F(1,. 804) = 1.20 
Note.    PaDe-B = State benign envy in Pain-driven Dual Envy (PaDe) scale; PaDe-M = State malicious envy; PaDe-P = State pain of envy. ***p 
< .001. 
 
Table 3 
Hierarchical Regression Analyses of Deception in Negotiation With Envy and Individual Differences as 
Predictors (N = 804) 
Analysis Criterion Step Predictors ∆R2 Total R2 Final beta 
1 (General) SINS 1 PaDe-B .22
***
 .22
***
 .06 
   PaDe-M   .34
***
 
   PaDe-P   .10
**
 
  2 SCS .01
*
 .23 -.20
**
 
   MAAS   -.01 
2 (Male) SINS 1 PaDe-B .29
***
 .29
***
 .06 
   PaDe-M   .44
***
 
   PaDe-P   .07 
  2 SCS .01 ,03 .06 
   MAAS   -.22 
3 (Female) SINS 1 PaDe-B .21
***
 .21
***
 .07 
   PaDe-M   .30
***
 
   PaDe-P   .11
**
 
  2 SCS .01
*
 .22 -.26
**
 
   MAAS   .07 
Note.    PaDe-B = State benign envy in Pain-driven Dual Envy (PaDe) scale; PaDe-M = State malicious envy; PaDe-P = State pain of envy; Brief SCS 
= Trait self-control in Brief Self-Control Scale; MAAS = Trait mindfulness in Mindfulness Attention Awareness Scale; SINS = Deception based on 
Self-reported Inappropriate Negotiation Strategies (SINS). *p < .05, **p < .01, ***p <  .001. 
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less deception in male participants, while the role of 
trait self-control was not significant for males. 
 
 
Discussion 
 
In this study, we aimed to examine the extent to 
which an emotional experience of envy as well as pre-
dispositions in self-control and mindfulness contri-
buted to predicting deception. We found that the three 
envy components proposed in the contemporary theory 
of Pain-driven Dual Envy (PaDE: Lange, Weidman, 
et al., 2018) i.e., pain envy, benign envy, and malicious 
envy all showed positive associations with deception 
towards the target of envy. While both trait self-con-
trol and trait mindfulness were negatively related to 
deception, only trait self-control predicted lower de-
ception level after accounting for envy. 
We further tested the PaDE theory utility by look-
ing at the predictive value of the envy components 
toward deception in negotiations, using the upward 
social comparison experiment. We found that the 
envy components of malicious and pain of envy pre-
dicted higher deception in negotiations, while the 
role of benign envy components was not significant. 
This finding is somewhat different from Lange, 
Paulhus, and Crucius (2018) findings in that both 
benign and malicious envy predicted Machiavellian 
behavior in terms of a pragmatic ethic that justifies 
any attempt to achieve the desired target. In their study, 
benign envy predicts more subtle social manipulation, 
while malicious predicts open aggression. This dif-
ference in findings could be due to the subject's per-
ception of deception behavior in the negotiations mea-
sured in our study. In general, open aggression espe-
cially in the context of negotiations is difficult to be 
accepted by the Indonesian people because it is con-
sidered to endanger social relations and harmony 
(Hofstede, Hofstede, & Minkov, 2010). Strategies that 
contain deception i.e., traditional competitive bargain-
ing, false promises, and misrepresentation might all be 
assessed as a form of aggression by participants, and 
not a mere disguised social manipulation. As an im-
plication, even though in our study both benign and 
malicious envy were both positively associated with 
negative effects that arise due to upward social com-
parison (Lange, Weidman et al., 2018), benign envy 
was not enough to justify participants to display stra-
tegies that contains deception. The role of malicious 
envy was consistent when analyses were separated 
for male and female participants, marking the strength 
of this component in predicting higher deception. 
In addition to malicious envy, pain of envy also 
had a significant predictive value on deception, re-
flecting the role of this component as the core that 
underlies other envy components according to the 
theory of PaDe. The role of pain of envy was con-
sistent in female participants, but it became insigni-
ficant for male participants. Discrepancies in the 
role of pain of envy between genders could be asso-
ciated with a different focus on neural activity, be-
cause women focus on internal experiences and men 
focus on external stimuli (Moriguchi, Touroutoglou, 
Dautoff, Dickerson, & Barrett, 2014). Pain of envy 
may be seen as a representation of a more internal 
experience, not a wound that can be seen physically. 
Meanwhile, although in a correlational level the 
individual differences in the form of trait self-control 
and trait mindfulness were both associated with lower 
deception level, only trait self-control predicted decep-
tion after the envy role was taken into account. The 
contribution of the trait self-control is estimated to 
be related to the ability of self-controlled individuals 
to resist impulses from strategies that contain decep-
tion and focus on the objectives of the negotiation. 
In individuals with high level of self-control, nega-
tive affect usually does not last long because it is 
supported by the ability to immediately face poten-
tial conflicts through control mobilization (Inzlicht 
et al., 2015). Thus, although individuals with high 
self-control are experiencing negative affect in the 
form of malicious and pain of envy, the existence of 
this affect can be tolerated. 
According to the Emotion Deception Model (EDM; 
Gaspar & Scheitzer, 2013), the "here-and-now" emo-
tion of the negotiators when deciding to do deception 
(current emotion) and anticipation regarding the 
emotional consequences of deception (anticipated 
emotion) both play an important role. Individuals 
with high trait mindfulness focus on the "here-and-
now" aspect, so they would not attempt to control or 
modify any element of their experience. The limited 
contribution of mindfulness in the current study 
may be related to the strength of mindfulness at the 
trait level which was not enough to predict deception 
after taking into account the role of envy at the state 
level. Future laboratory induction of state mindful-
ness is of particularly important, given that past expe-
riment indicates that mindfulness appears to func-
tion more effectively when the demands for self-
control accumulate (Yusainy & Lawrence, 2015). In 
male participants, however, the role of trait mindful-
ness was marginally significant. Differences in envy 
between genders are often related to evolutionary 
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domains relevant to the need to find an ideal partner 
(Hill & Buss, 2006). Nevertheless, DelPriore, Hill, 
and Buss (2012) found that other domains such as 
academic success measured in this study, financial 
resources, athletic talent, prestigious property owner-
ship, and popularity functioned as different envy 
objects for women vs. men. This difference needs to 
be studied further in subsequent studies to elaborate 
the contribution of individual differences in the dyna-
mics of envy and deception. Additionally, replication 
with populations beyond undergraduate students is 
timely to examine whether the dynamics of envy, 
individual differences in self-control and mindfulness, 
and deception is consistent across different popula-
tions. 
 
Limitations 
 
Future laboratory induction of state mindfulness 
is of particularly important, given that past experi-
ment indicates that mindfulness appears to function 
more effectively when the demands for self-control 
accumulate (Yusainy & Lawrence, 2015). It should 
be noted, however, that the role of trait mindfulness 
was marginally significant in male participants. Diffe-
rences in envy between genders are often related to 
evolutionary domains relevant to the need to find an 
ideal partner (Hill & Buss, 2006).  
Nevertheless, DelPriore, Hill, and Buss (2012) 
found that other domains such as academic success 
measured in this study, financial resources, athletic 
talent, prestigious property ownership, and popularity 
functioned as different envy objects for women vs. 
men. This difference needs to be studied further in 
subsequent studies to elaborate the contribution of 
individual differences in the dynamics of envy and 
deception. Additionally, replication with populations 
beyond undergraduate students is timely to examine 
whether the dynamics of envy, individual differences 
in self-control and mindfulness, and deception is con-
sistent across different populations. 
 
Conclusion 
 
This cloud-based online experiment showed that 
an emotional experience of envy, particularly mali-
cious and pain of envy components, predicted more 
deceptive negotiation strategies towards a seemingly 
equal but better negotiating partner. Although higher 
deception was associated with lower predispositions 
in self-control and mindfulness, only trait self-con-
trol predicted less deception after accounting for the 
role of envy. These findings indicate that self-con-
trolled strategies of managing the presence of envy 
may be useful in the context of negotiations. 
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